Pivot 2.1 contemporary societal expectations concerning gender, or what Butler identifies as "the obligatory frame of reproductive heterosexuality" (173). Atwood explores the possibilities for women to evade these societal expectations by positing Marian, her main character, as object to Peter's subject. As Ellen Peel explains, "A woman may consider herself a subject but face strong pressure from a society that urges her to see herself as object, as other. Simone de Beauvoir says that woman 'is defined and differentiated with reference to man and not he with reference to her; she is the incidental, the inessential as opposed to the essential. He is the Subject, he is Absolute-she is the Other'" (Peel 118-19). Marian's status as Peter's Other, or object, is illustrated variously through the tropes of the striptease and the hunt. Both metaphors posit the female body as a containable, consumable object, existing solely to satisfy the pleasure of the male subject, be he hunter or audience member. In this way the novel can be read as allegory, with Peter as the absolute of society.
However, Marian's simultaneous acquiescence and growing discomfort with her function in their relationship takes on broader implications for the feminine in what Atwood asserts is a proto-feminist, mid-1960s setting.
Peter begins dating Marian because of her "aura of independence and common sense" (Atwood 57). "He saw me," Marian notes, "as the kind of girl who wouldn't try to take over his life" (57). Peter does not want a girlfriend who will require him to take care of her; in fact, he "had recently had an unpleasant experience with what he called 'the other kind '" (57) . This "other kind" of girl is one who cannot anticipate and follow Peter's direction as Marian can. For example, when Peter is devastated by the marriage of his last single friend, Trigger, Marian listens to his lament wordlessly:
"There was nothing I could say. If I agreed with him it would intensify his depression, and if I disagreed he would suspect me of siding with the bride…. So this time I said nothing" (60). Marian has learned quickly from previous instances of Peter's self-pity, and can now regulate her behaviour according to Peter's expectations. Patricia Goldblatt notes that for most of Atwood's novel, Marian strives never to "deviate from the proper behaviour" (276, italics in the original). Peter affirms his satisfaction with her performance when he praises her for understanding: "Most women wouldn't, but you're so sensible" (Atwood 61). Again, Peter emphasizes Marian's behaviour, modelled to satisfy his previous instructions, as being based on common sense; however, it is Peter who gets to define "common sense" in the first place. Additionally, Peter's use of the term "common sense" as applied to Marian suggests its feminine opposite:
hysteria. As Tolan points out, hysteria is "traditionally considered a female malady, the term deriving from the Latin, hystericus, literally, 'of the womb'" (22). Being associated with the uncontrollable urges of the female body, the term at once trivializes a woman's emotional needs, and relegates her significance to the purely physical.
Peter perceives Marian to be in control of her body and her emotions, and therefore able to keep both in check. Their relationship has so far been casual, with Marian accommodating Peter's demands in a detached and placating manner. Marian is in agreement with the terms that Peter sets for their relationship: "We had been taking each other at our face values, which meant we had got on very well. Of course I had to adjust to his moods, but that's true of any man, and his were too obvious to cause much difficulty" (Atwood 57). Marian's allowance that she had to adjust to his moods reveals the calculated nature of her behaviour around Peter, as well as who is directing this performance. Marian takes her cues from Peter, adapting herself to suit his needs and revealing of her self only what she knows he would like to see. There is an element of tease here, of the desirable framed flatteringly: Marian clothes her personality Pivot 2.1 suggestively, camouflaging her bulges and revealing her best features. She is an object, consumable, and Peter is both director and paying customer. Marian's assertion that this performance would be necessary for any man situates this capitalistic transaction beyond this particular, fictional relationship. Atwood reveals that in contemporary relationships between gender-normative men and women, it is femininity that is choreographed, and choreographed according to the desires of the male.
By contrast, Peter, not Marian, is in control of his own carefully cultivated behaviour. While describing the suit Peter has chosen to wear to dinner, Marian reflects that Peter knows "how to blend in and stand out at the same time" (148). Atwood is careful to reference Peter's skill at dressing himself at different points in the novel; indeed, even when he is "carelessly dressed," it is "an arranged carelessness; he was meticulously unshaven, and his socks matched the colour of the paint-stains on his sports-shirt" (86). Never do Marian's desires figure into the fashion decisions made by Peter, and it is clear that he is dressing for himself and the world in general, not for her: "Really, she thought, anyone seeing him would find him exceptionally handsome" (148).
Marian is consciously aware of her fiancé's attractiveness to everyone else in the restaurant, highlighting that Peter's performance is not primarily intended to cater to her taste.
While Ainsley describes Peter as being "nicely packaged" (148), cynically relegating Peter to the status of consumable object, this packaging is chosen by Peter without consultation with what Marian might desire or expect. Peter's control over his dress is enhanced by his control over their dinner: he chooses the wine and the filet mignon for both of them, and proceeds to explain to Marian how they will discipline and educate their future children. anecdote, Peter is agent, able to take, manipulate and destroy; the rabbit, positioned as female, is helpless, and is destroyed. The rabbit is object to Peter's subject, existing only in relation to him.
Marian's assertion that the tone of Peter's voice had changed is underscored by Melley's association of Peter's speech with sexual violence: it is not only the subject matter of the conversation that positions Peter as predatory, but the timbre of the voice itself. As Marian silently wills Peter to turn to her and talk "in his normal voice," she reflects that his words first seem to be "coming from a distance," then getting "louder and faster" (65-6). Subsequently, he pauses to laugh at the gruesome conclusion to his hunting story as "Len bare[s] his teeth" in response-an animalistic, aggressive gesture (65).
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These tonal cues suggest the building tension and crescendo of the hunt, as well as the deep, altered, faceless voice at the other end of the stereotypical obscene phone call. Indeed, as Marian notes the foreign quality of Peter's voice, she is unable to see his face as he leans forward toward Len and away from her-a posture that detaches his voice from his body, rendering it anonymous and threatening (66).
Subsequently, Marian begins to lose control of her body. She discovers that she is crying, and when they leave the hotel, she runs from the group. This flight re-enacts the story of the rabbit hunt, with Peter "enclosing himself in the armour of the car" to chase after her (69). Once again, the female is prey, helpless against the powerful male and his tools (this time a car instead of a gun or a knife). Peter ultimately catches up with Marian: he "must have stalked me and waited there on the side-street, knowing I would come over the wall" (70).
With the echo of the rabbit story still reverberating through the text, this "stalking" is threateningly sexual, and is made even more disturbing by the knowledge that the hunter is Duncan is a graduate student in English Literature whom Marian encounters as she is conducting a door-to-door survey for her employer, a marketing agency. He has been working on the same term paper for two years, and seems to be slowly going insane. "Words," he explains, "are beginning to lose their meanings" (94). Marian suggests that he might like to try a career in another industry. He retorts:
"What else can I do? Once you've gone this far you aren't fit for anything else. Something happens to your mind.
You're overqualified, overspecialized, and everybody knows it. Nobody in any other game would be crazy enough to hire me. I wouldn't even make a good ditchdigger, I'd start tearing apart the sewer system, trying to pick-axe and unearth all those chthonic symbols-pipes, valves, cloacal conduits…. No, no. I'll have to be a slave in the paper-mines for all time." (95-6) If language is the tool through which we shape our reality, Duncan has been manipulating words for so long that his reality is beginning to disintegrate. Specifically, he is unable to turn off his critical tendencies, which leads him to attempt dissection of any system he encounters, be it linguistic, cultural, cloacal-or gender.
Gayle Greene, discussing The Edible Woman as a "mad 
Duncan's cynicism and disinterest in Marian contrasts with
Peter's interest in her specifically for her performance of a sexualized femininity. Duncan does, however, desire to believe in the fiction of gendered performance that seems so artificial to him: "When I'm supposed to be writing termpapers I think about sex, but when I've got some willing lovely backed into a corner or we're thrashing about under The artificial, sexualized woman that Marian has allowed herself to become is finally fully manifested the night of Peter's party, just before their wedding. Peter had suggested she might have something done with her hair. He had also hinted that perhaps she should buy a dress that was, as he put it, 'not quite so mousy' as any she already owned, and she had duly bought one. It was short, red and sequined. She didn't think it was really her, but the saleslady did. 'It's you, dear,' she had said, her voice positive. (216) When Ainsley sees Marian's sculpted updo and provocative dress, she lends her a pair of heavy earrings and offers to apply her makeup. The result is an unrecognizable reflection in the mirror that Marian feels is frosted, artificial, erasing, and not her at all. Yet, it is a tantalizing image, designed to arouse and entertain the male libido. It is the image of the sexualized female body, whose only purpose is to satisfy a male audience. Peter is pleased: "The implication had been that it would be most pleasant if she could arrange to look like that all the time" (238). He even murmurs, "yum yum" into the back of her neck, equating her frosted exterior with a delicious confection to be devoured (237).
Marian has responded to Peter's cues, constructing her gender identity to satisfy the specifications of normative femininity. However, it is this satisfaction that ultimately reveals the artificiality of Marian's performance and repositions her feminine body into a bawdy version of the feminine. Victoria Boynton, in her discussion of the destabilization of the female body in Atwood's early work, illustrates that Atwood frequently locates her female characters "outside of the heterosexual binary where women are defined by sight/cite: where to be is to be seen, and to be seen is to be pursued as a desirable object" (54). Boynton quotes Butler's Bodies That Matter to suggest that these characters trouble the heterosexual binary by "undermin [ing] their own seeming naturalness and stability":
As a sedimented effect of a reiterative or ritual practice, sex acquires its naturalized effect, and, yet, it is also by virtue of this reiteration that gaps and fissures are opened up as the constitutive instabilities in such constructions, as that which escapes or exceeds the As it has evolved, burlesque as a stage genre has become divorced from its roots as political and social commentary, and is often associated with stylized but apolitical erotic entertainment (Nally 622). Indeed, Robert C. Allen points out that although "the refiguring of woman that occurred on the burlesque stage represents the establishment of a model that will prove to be extremely powerful … burlesque also presents a model for the sexual objectification of women in popular entertainment" (27) . While burlesque offers an opportunity to critique societal understandings of gender in a way that is empowering for the feminine, it also has the potential to mirror what Boynton describes as a heterosexual binary.
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Boynton's formulation "where to be is to be seen, and to be seen is to be pursued as a desirable object" (54) (74). Schweitzer, like Boynton, assumes a male audience, and assigns this audience control over the reception of the female body. Nally, however, refuses this performer/audience, female/male, object/subject schema by pointing to the "self-awarishness" of the burlesque performer-an awareness built into the performance that acknowledges the gaze of the audience through "winks and come-hither glances" (639). Nally insists that for burlesque, "such a return or answer to the gaze also contravened the idea of ownership (and thus the commodification of the female body), as the woman on display, the woman who invites glances and returns them, is ultimately escaping patriarchal governance" (639). This gazing back acknowledges the male gaze and reinforces the burlesque performance as a satirical comment on the normativity of gender. By insisting on her subjectivity through her ability to gaze back, the burlesque artist, unlike the striptease performer, can refuse the heteronormative binary that the male gaze assumes, and control her performance of femininity even as she satirizes it.
Notably, as a student of 
